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Trade influences regional development.  This occurs in a variety of ways, 
some of which are examined in this paper.  Both involve big ideas, which can 
be conflicting.  Unbalanced development that may attend trade can persist, 
fashioning regions and the lives of their peoples for generations.  The 
Northern Territory is but one example.      
 
Trade impacts is an area where much is asserted but relatively little is 
actually known.  For some trade is always good, as is growth, particularly of 
exports and notably in agriculture.  Beyond such simplistic thinking a range of 
methods may be used to indicate the impacts of trade.     
 
Better understanding of trade impacts and strategies is needed. Trade can be 
beneficial, but it need not be.  The USA Australia preferential trade agreement 
and international agricultural trade reform provide examples. Better is needed 
for compatible, sustainable development of regions in Australia, and in the 
wider world. 
________ 
 
This paper is an exploration of the ways we think about trade and its impacts.  It is in 
four main parts: 
• Some of the ways trade can be regarded are illustrated. 
• Decision making about trade is considered. 
• Tensions and the resulting impacts of trade are examined. 
• Ways by which to articulate trade and other issues are considered. 
Much more adequate resolutions of the various issues and perspectives associated 
with trade are needed in Australia, its various regions and those of the wider world.  
 
 
1 Scoping regional trade and growth 
 
Trade is most commonly considered as “international”.   Here separable entities 
termed “nations” exchange products and resources with appropriate conversions or 
adjustments made to fit any significant differences between the nations.  Currency 
conversions are typical.  Variations in product descriptions or presentations may also 
occur.  Borders will need to be crossed with appropriate actions taken.  All these 
things involve costs and are then barriers to trade.  Their significance is typically 
relative to the situation considered.  So we might consider trade between Australia 
and the USA, for example. 
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Trade is also an “interregional” phenomenon as Armstrong and Taylor (2000) 
amongst others discuss. Regions for such authors are sub-national entities.  Primarily, 
they are spatial demarcations within a national context.  Thus we commonly speak of 
the regions of Australia, identifying areas like the Northern Territory or the Alice 
Springs region as some how discrete and separable.  Regions may also be within an 
international arrangement such as the European Union.  So the regions of England or 
Spain are also regions of the EU.  Such a dual classification can lead to alternative 
insights and positions.      
 
Trade is also most commonly “interbusiness” and may be “intrabusiness”.  However 
it is less commonly so termed.  “Transactions” is a more common term than trade 
when businesses are concerned.  Much more attention seems to be given to inter-
industry and intra-industry trade.  This reflects a positioning of trade within some 
context while transactions occur between discrete entities.  Two different points of 
perspective are involved with attendant different use of language even though 
“essentially the same thing” is under consideration.  
 
This variety in the scoping of trade can be illustrated through a simple diagram like 
Figure 1.  Here there is an array of conical entities representing regions, a few 
speckled eggs (or eroded flattened spheroids) representing businesses and a few cubes 
representing products.  These are shown in layers.  Reading from the top they are 
region, business and product.  In this depiction a “top down” approach would involve 
starting with regions or a region then focusing on businesses and finally the products.  
“Bottom up” would start with the product and move to the region via business.  
  
 
 
Figure 1 Scoping a trade scene. 
 
The terms “bottom up” and “top down” are widely used in regional discussions.  
Some such hierarchy is embedded in any such usage.  Most commonly a nation is 
Product layer 
Business layer 
Region layer 
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taken as a top.  Globalism takes “The Globe” as the singular top.  Modernism places 
some overarching “System of the World” to use Newton’s phrase as the top (though 
Newton then places God beyond the Top).  Centralist thinking seeks to draw things 
towards some top and envisages some suitable resolution at the top.  The trouble with 
Figure 1 in any of these usages is that there are multiple tops.  So a common 
preference would be for Figure 2.  The regional breadth (or line) is to be drawn to a 
national point.  Alternately, regional variables are to be averaged for the nation.  Thus 
we may prefer to decide at the top and to concentrate on average national growth 
rather than regional features. 
 
Figure 2 Topping the scene “nationally” 
 
The four levels accommodate different mixes and types of entities: 
• Nation, N.  All falling within some control boundary are housed.  Effective 
formal regimes exist along with a broadly consistent set of informal, cultural 
and other influences.  
• Region, R.  All falling within some demarcated area (geographic or other) are 
housed.  Associations are ideally close and broad.  Contingencies are evident. 
• Business, B.   Some fall within a control boundary of functional utility.  
Effective formal and informal regimes internally exist, these differing from 
those outside the B.  
• Product, P.  A chosen, arranged set only is accommodated.  Constancy or 
consistency is central. 
Each level is accommodating in some distinctive ways.  Milieus1 exist and are 
maintained, entities variously interacting within each.   Such an ensemble of middle 
                                                 
1 Or “middle places” deriving via French from the Latin  mi [medius] lieu [locus]Delbridge, A., Ed. 
(1990). The Macquarie Encyclopedic Dictionary. Sydney, The Macquarie Library. 
N 
R 
B 
P 
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places may interact in complementary ways.  Also particular entities may share 
multiple memberships, being variously part of a product, business, region or nation. 
 
Each level can also be seen as providing a distinct and distinctive domain.  Within 
each domain, actions are fashioned in variously idiosyncratic yet stereotypical ways.  
That is, while there are a range of differences allowable or evident, there are also a 
suite of expected features and parameters.  Decisions may be taken within any of 
these domains. 
 
A key general question is “Where is the best place from which to decide about trade 
questions?”  Related key questions are “Who decides?” and “How?”  Reflecting on 
the second part of the title to this paper, a key particular question is “Who and where 
are you, and how might benefit be gained?”  Currently popular answers to these 
questions are now considered. 
 
2 Deciding on trade and development 
 
2.1 Trade and development 
 
Trade has been overwhelmingly seen as a national issue with key decisions as 
national or, for some, international ones.  While governments have been decision 
makers for trade, decisions on transactions have been seen more as business concerns.  
Business lies within a national accommodation.  Transactions fall within a trade 
context. 
 
The rationale for trade is typically cast in terms of nations.  The theory of comparative 
advantage, for example, considers the production resources of nations and points to 
the possibility of gains in overall output through specialisation in, and trade between, 
nations.  “More from the same with trade” is the promise.  Such an approach can also 
be applied to regions (Armstrong and Taylor 2000 Section 5.1, for example).   
 
Specialisation is a consequence of such an orientation.  When specialisation occurs, 
terms of trade effects can become significant.  These are the practical manifestation of 
two of the problems in the theory of comparative advantage:  
• Distribution is ignored.  When extra output is produced, its distribution 
between the parties is essentially by subsequent assumption.   
• Output is not value added.  When multiple factors or intermediate inputs are 
allowed in production, value added is something of a residual.  Output may 
rise while value added falls, the latter having serious implications for resource 
providers (whose position and resources will decline). 
Compounding such static (or transaction specific) concerns are the cumulative effects 
which arise when trade is repeated or ongoing.  While areas such as game theory 
highlight the different outcomes from strategies in exchanges that are one off or 
repeated, such distinctions do not appear often in trade theory or in discussions of 
international business.     
 
One-off effects may be incidental, though such incidents can sometimes be highly 
significant to at least some of those involved.  Repeated effects contribute an ongoing 
 5
bias and developmental predisposition.  Further influences can arise from direct 
interventions, “competitive” strategies and “supportive” resourcing.  Such are the 
things that influence development.  
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2.2 And what of regions? 
 
In recognition of such issues, nations such as Australia and supra-national bodies such 
as the EU are prepared to redistribute between regions or sectors to at least partially 
compensate for undesirable bias in developmental predispositions arising from trade.  
Yet no such actions are envisaged internationally.  At the very least this is an 
inconsistency.  It is also a demonstration of the more complete realisation at the 
national and union levels of trade impacts, and of the consequences that can follow 
from unchecked trade biases influencing regional development.  
 
Regional growth can be seen as a combination of internal and external factors.  
Different analysts, practitioners or policy makers may variously stress different 
factors.  For example, Armstrong and Taylor (2000) consider neoclassical, export 
demand, agglomeration and cumulative causation models along with interregional 
trade.  Krugman (1991) considers regional economic disparities and seeks explanation 
for such things while Bellone and Maupertuis (2003) consider regional inequalities as 
likely to persist.      
 
There is no agreed model of regional growth.  Nor is there a generally accepted 
account of regional development.  Given such things, there will be ongoing debate 
about the relative importance of factors and other “determinants”.  Further, significant 
contingencies will mean that the actual importance of factors will be variable over 
time and place.   How such factors and influences might be generally framed with 
models then generated is an issue to which we will return in Section 4.  The wider 
context within which regional development occurs is first considered.  
2.3 Alternative positions on international relations 
 
International relations are central to international trade yet they are little discussed in 
an explicit way.  Such relations involve not only the contacts between countries but 
also the web upon which trade and modern economies sit.  Various distinct 
perspectives on these relations can be adopted. 
 
Three alternative positions used in international relations are discussed by Viotti and 
Kauppi (1993):  
• Realism sees states as principal or most important actors which exercise 
power in high (military, strategic) and low (economic, social) politics 
• Pluralism, distinct and differentiated parties interact and form various 
coalitions across an extensive agenda (from energy… to environment) 
• Globalism, global settings provide a strongly influential context within which 
nations and other entities economically and historically interact with elements 
of dependency.   
While discussions are here carried forward in the national context, there are a range of 
direct connections to, and implications for, regions. 
 
So what imaging is to be taken as central?  Is it:  
• the nation state and the various exercises of its power;  
• a world of parties including nations variously interacting, each with a role and 
of worth; or  
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• a system within which the parts fit as in the globe being organised as a whole 
with each taking an allotted part? 
 
A realist response is typically more direct, politically directed and exhibiting of a 
lesser concern for others than a pluralist response.  The globalist position is more one 
of adapting, perfecting and fine-tuning within some wider order.  The pluralist seeks 
various positionings and accommodations with interdependence seen as facilitating 
national advances. 
 
Such considerations enable movement beyond tired and essentially uninforming 
comments about “free trade or protection”.  Dialogues can be more adequately framed 
if there is movement beyond current reliance upon an initial choice of one or the other 
of two alternative extremes with little context and essentially no common ground.    
 
Thus while some would see the advance of their nation through trade as central, 
others seek trade resolutions within diversity while still others see a trade system 
needing further refinement.  Reforms are differently seen from each these 
perspectives.  
 
3 Resolving tensions and the impacts of trade 
3.1 Situations in agriculture 
 
Consider these comments from the 2000 OECD review of agricultural policies:  
“Progress in reforming policies and liberalising trade in agriculture stalled, or even 
reversed, when market pressures emerged.” (OECD 2000 ) This appears largely as a 
realist (national) response to global (market) pressures from liberalisation.    
 
Consideration of the current US Farm Bill proposal indicates a reinforcement of 
existing arrangements, some rollback from previous reforms (for example the 
proposal to extend the terms for farmers receiving government credit finance) and 
increases in actual subsidies.  “Exports are viewed by most US agricultural groups as 
critical to their prosperity.” wrote the US Congressional Research Service (2001).  It 
appears that the US is resolved to pursue its interests, explicitly agricultural exports, 
with things such as trade agreements seen as “constraints” but little more.   
 
Meanwhile, in Australia, policy and prosperity remain ensnared, despite occasional 
buoyancy, by traps largely of our own making.  As an example of confusion, 
McGovern  (1999, and elsewhere) demonstrates that the “conventional position” held 
by several Australian government agencies that exports account for around two-thirds 
of output is wrong.  Exports account for around a quarter of output, an empirical 
finding with many significant implications for trade positioning and national policy.  
Such confusion and misunderstanding about the relative sizes of agricultural markets 
is only part of the story of why Australia and many others all find that prosperity 
remains elusive despite vigorous exporting of agricultural products.    
 
How serious might things be, or might they become? 
“… I was afraid of Australia becoming two nations.   
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Here we are on the cusp of a new millennium, at the end of a century in which 
the prosperity and international standing of our nation has been built in large 
part on the enterprise of country Australia.   
Yet as we enter this new era of risk and opportunity we face the unthinkable 
prospect – one already very real for many families – that the gains achieved 
through decades of toil will be lost”. (Anderson 1999 ) 
 
A clear problem was identified by the Australian Deputy Prime Minister in 1999.  Yet 
little has changed.  Such limited progress and indeed some apparent regression appear 
at least in part due to an adherence to inappropriate perspectives.  The Minister 
deserves credit for his statement, but where is any real follow up – and how might it 
be informed? 
 
Consider the contrasting perspectives evident in these comments from 2001: 
• Australia’s Foreign Affairs and Trade Department in preparing for the 
November 2001 WTO Ministerial Conference in Doha wrote simply “The 
benefits of a new round are enormous, for both developed and developing 
countries”.  A modest modelled gain of $400billion for the world is quoted in 
this globalist approach. 
• The Australian Meat Corporation’s Dr Peter Barnard commented with some 
realism: “Currently just four buyers account for about 25 percent of 
Australia’s total beef production, and over the next twenty years those buyers 
are likely to exert even more muscle.” (Barnard 2001 )  
• At the same time Australian lamb finally gained access to the US, just as the 
US provided subsidies some estimate at $30 a head.  Soft but effective realism 
is evident from the USA.   
Not only are there clear differences in perspectives there are also marked differences 
in the embedded policy imperatives.  Such differences might, one might hope, inform 
trade negotiations, negotiators, industry advisors, politicians and the like.  Yet each 
seems to operate within its own happy perspective, oblivious to not just the wider 
world but to events of which they should properly and prudently be aware. 
 
3.2 Repositioning thinking 
 
Australian agriculture provides a good example of how imbalances associated with 
trade can lead to tensions.  Driven largely by deteriorating returns from food and fibre 
products, farm business incomes have been falling with marked direct and indirect 
economic, social and environmental effects on rural regions.  Marked regional 
imbalances within Australia have followed with potentially “two Australias” as 
Anderson termed it.  What responses might be expected, particularly when the story is 
repeated in many nations around the world?  As will be seen, there is an apparent 
need to reposition thinking. 
 
There are successes in Australian agriculture and throughout the regions today.  The 
trouble is there are too few of them.  Many of the problems are sectoral ones arising 
from a lack of overall understanding, flawed analysis and poor industry policy.  Given 
the efforts and capabilities of those involved, there should be far more successes - 
economically, financially, societally and environmentally - than is currently the case.  
 
 9
Such a situation is manifest in several ways.  Considerations include: 
1. Australian farm incomes.  Average farm incomes have been broadly falling 
in Australia for some time.   McGovern (2000, amongst others) reported a 
naïve analysis that indicated Australian farm incomes could trend to zero 
around 2017.  Alternate analysis of the forty year trend showed an underclass 
could emerge subsisting on around one third of current incomes.  Though 
technically adequate, the analysis was very naïve and was not meant to be 
taken as definitive or determined.  Rather, the purpose was to indicate what 
could happen if such trends in incomes were allowed to continue.  
  
Expectations then were that such information would stimulate debate and 
some corrective policy stances would be undertaken.  Unfortunately, and 
despite a wad of press cuttings from around the nation, policy reaction was 
nothing. In the years since there have been a couple of good and a couple of 
bad years for farm incomes.  The trend might see us now hitting zero a few 
years later, or a few years earlier.  But the trend broadly continues, and will do 
so until corrective actions are taken.  Unfortunately other developments in this 
time could even hasten the demise of Australian agriculture.  It is important to 
note that even the strongest swimmer struggles when the tide is ripping out. 
    
2. World agriculture.  Around the world, agriculture is struggling to provide 
decent incomes and adequate returns on capital.  All manner of examples 
appear.  Not only does the tragedy in the Third World continue, the blight on 
agriculture is now evident in the First World.  Canadian farm debt has doubled 
in the last couple of years, for example.  Through EU25 there will be a multi-
tier Europe.  CAP will not be available in the East but there will be market 
access (variously restricted) to the West compounding the problems that are 
likely to come from the EU.  US farm subsidies and other actions have 
enabled considerable reduction in the debt problem there (remember US farm 
debt once exceeded that of developing South America).  Multilateral trade 
talks at Cancun went nowhere.  Markets are acting in ways that, put politely, 
would not be expected to occur in competitive markets.   
 
Pulling all these things together, agriculture is a sector with serious problems 
across the markets and along the supply chains throughout the world.  
Resolution at the moment is being driven by those taking opportunistic 
advantage.  Such a corrupted and degenerating situation threatens the incomes, 
assets and futures of Australia’s farmers, the land and those associated through 
supply chains or community interactions. 
 
3. Trade reform, particularly USAA FTA.  It is agreed by all but the most one-
eyed supporters that there is little for agriculture in the proposed Free Trade 
Agreement with the USA.  Not only is the Agreement discriminatory in a 
number of ways, it is still uncertain how it might actually be implemented.  
For example, how will GM foods be handled?  Indeed I see some parts of the 
Agreement as potentially so flawed that it could actually weaken the alliance 
while needlessly impoverishing some and, perhaps, many.   
 
For a farmer there is a simple question that needs to be answered: how is a 
farmer with minimal support and considerable debt to compete with a well-
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supported farmer and lesser debt?  Farmers and farm investments will wither if 
no positive answer is found.  For the sector it needs to be remembered that it is 
the marginally priced or costed product that drives down prices in the market.  
A small amount of “excess” US or other production can dramatically drop 
prices in Australia.  Problems previously associated mainly with those 
exporting to international markets are now likely to spread to the bulk of 
Australian farmers – those servicing the domestic market. 
 
4. The confusion of business, economics and politics - and a failure to 
advance the national interest.    There needs to be proper understanding of 
the distinct interests in each of these areas.  Economics is currently being used 
(and sometimes distorted) for political purposes, and to the gain of some 
businesses.  One day we may well be having a “Farmers Overboard” Inquiry.  
Much more could be said but clearly the interests of Australia and Australians 
are not well served by our current situation. 
 
Such comments highlight a range of general considerations, including these: 
• Policy remoteness, inertia and paralysis.  Informed decisions require 
engagement, including with contrary analysis.  Effective policy requires 
engagement, particularly with those adversely affected.  It also requires an 
impact-sensitive focus, and use of a variable such as income rather than output 
or trade volume.  “Rising exports” is essentially a largely meaningless 
achievement. 
• Market-driven divisiveness.  Markets favouring some at the expense of 
others provide gains only in the short run.  The longer rectification is put off, 
the potentially more costly it will be.  Particularly severe problems may arise 
where market bias is the result of some national positions, such as the subsidy 
regimes of the USA and EU which appear intact despite recent reform offers 
dangled at Doha discussants.    
• Inadequate negotiations and arrangements.  The competence of any 
negotiators would be challenged by imposing unrealistic deadlines on the 
framing and (re-)solving of complex problems.  Yet the Australian 
government repeatedly rushes in where angels would fear to tread.  Even the 
Australian National Farmers Federation is now very muted in its enthusiasm 
for trade reform.   
• Narrow interpretation of stakeholder interests.  This is manifest not only in 
the ascendancy of political considerations but also in the use of inadequate 
measures (such as output, access or turnover rather than value added or profit 
attainable).  Assumptions of automatic rectification of imbalances only allow 
problems to compound.  
 
Particular considerations are also highlighted including: 
• Returns are diminishing.  Trade volumes have increased but incomes have 
not for agriculture not only in Australia but also in many parts of the world.  
What then are the benefits, where are they distributed, and how might 
“untoward distributions” or imbalances be rectified?  
• Impacts go unaddressed.  If rural regions host many doing more for less, 
what impacts arise and how might these be appropriately managed? 
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• Incomplete agenda are being pursued.  How might such things penetrate 
national or international agenda?  How should negotiations be structured to 
accommodate such things as may be seen as appropriate? 
• Limited perspectives on international relations are used.  How might 
schema such as realism, pluralism and globalism be put to appropriate use?  
Trade is occurring but the impacts are distributed in such a way as to make the 
continuation of production and the consequent trade problematic for many.  
Specifically, inadequate incomes earned from traded products are diminishing 
business and regional capacities along with the associated resources.  Such comments 
are now true not only for Australian Agriculture but also for many trading nations. 
 
4 Towards a more adequate articulation 
  
Trade can be seen as involving: 
• A comprehensive system be it based more upon functional lines (as in the 
international trading system), behavioural attributes (as in a culture) or some 
other parameterisation of an embracing influence. 
• A set of variously individualised transactions and parties, as grouped into a 
supply chain or functionalised via a market price. 
• Interactions between those in middle places, as variously ensembled through 
regions, nations, businesses and products. 
The system involves an all pervading influence, individualisation looks at links 
between unextended centres of force while ensembles include featured and extended 
entities.    These three alternatives embody the “three great types of dynamical 
theories (Russell 1927 ).  Each is seen as cast into a doctrine built around a distinctive 
foundational concept.  Distinctive perspectives and methodologies accompany each 
alternative as is detailed in Table 1.  Illustrative applications are provided for purposes 
of discussion, including some suggested allocations of currently popular approaches. 
 
Table 1:  Alternative castings of trade 
 
Doctrine Perspective Methodology Applications 
Hard extended 
atoms 
 
P1  a many 
everywhere 
Impact • International trading 
• Competitive nations (Rugman 
and D’Cruz) 
A plenum, an all 
pervading fluid 
 
P2 a ‘pervasive 
one’ everywhere 
Ether, deformable 
but not deforming 
space 
• Global trade environment 
• General equilibrium approaches 
Unextended centres 
of influence 
P3 an ‘intangible 
one’ everywhere 
and nowhere 
Newtonian particle 
and field of force 
• National trade flows 
• Singular competitive nation 
(Porter) 
Source: after McGovern (1993) Table 5-1 
 
The underlying position in this paper is that the second and third approaches have 
been extensively applied to trade while the first has not.  Where applications have 
been developed (as for Rugman and D’Cruz for instance) they have not been 
favourable received or widely adopted.  Interestingly from an international business 
point of view the eclectic approach advocated by Dunning (2002, for example) falls 
essentially under the first doctrine, as will any eclectic approach. 
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Importantly, no one of these approaches alone will suffice if comprehensive 
understanding is sought.  Each doctrine has its limitations, as will any doctrine since 
partial views and foundational assumptions necessarily limit the approach.  Still each 
approach has extensive utility whether taken on its own or used in some combination.  
A particularly popular current combination is of the second and third approaches as in 
the “firm-market” dual, general equilibrium and the whole neoclassical synthesis in 
economics.  The “individual and society” dual is an alternative popular form.   
 
The illustration in the Figure 1 can be seen as predisposed in this raw form to the first 
approach.  There are many, extended atoms.  How they impact might be imagined in a 
number of ways as there are no “tracks”, priorities, interdependencies or shown lines 
of influence.   Trade might be seen as “primarily organised” by any of the entities, or 
at any of the layers of region, business or product. 
 
Introducing the NRBP levels (Figure 2) and “top down” ordering moves perception 
towards the second “all pervading and pervasive influence” approach.  “How might 
all fit within the nation?” is a likely analytic predisposition.  This matches well with 
the modern view of the nation state as powerful (Kobrin 1997 ).  The adequacy of 
such a view in an age of globalisation involves a critical question of “whether 
globalisation involves a change in degree or in kind – an extension of the modern 
international world economy into somewhat unfamiliar territory or a systematic 
transformation which involves both changes in quantity (breadth and depth) and 
quality, defining new structures and new modes of functioning.” (op cit p 147)  In 
terms of Figure 2, the question is whether the diagram is an adequate basis as is for 
viewing current issues of (the organisation of) trade and development or whether new 
structures and arrangements are needed.   For example, the addition of a business at 
“the top” spanning two nations (and so a multinational enterprise or MNE) as shown 
in Figure 3 is an extended structure with an implicit change in arrangements.  
Alternately a representation of “the market” could be added.  This might best be near 
the product level but actual representation and placing would be a matter of choice.  
 
 
Figure 3:  Topping the scene with an MNE 
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All such extensions and variations embed assumptions, only a few of which may be 
recognised.  Consider Figures 1 and 3 from a different perspective, as shown in Figure 
4.   The introduction of depth is a key difference. It reveals, amongst other things, that 
the two business “eggs” and associated regional “cones” are separated in ways not 
before apparent with a line of product “boxes” between them.   
 
 
  
 
Figure 4:  Trade scenes compared, from a different perspective 
 
Many might say that the rightmost representation is more comprehensive due to its 
inclusion of “more”.  But this is a relative judgement as the representation in Figure 5 
may perhaps remind us.  A person inside the business egg has a choice of at least four 
points of focus: the other business egg, the distant regional cone, the product boxes or 
“the dark places” inside the business itself.  Such focus points might be chosen by 
personnel from the “observing” business interested in logistics, b2b links, culture and 
human resources respectively.  A marketer may claim to be interested in all three but 
might preferentially focus on the attributes of the product boxes.  A comprehensive 
view here means something notably different to that imputed in Figure 4.  Its 
formation requires suitable interlinking of insights as variously seen from the 
business. 
 
 
 
Figure 5:  A more comprehensive look, from inside a business? 
 14
5 Conclusion 
 
One of the difficulties that any sector has is in using the implications of observations 
made from individual positions within the sector with those from observations on the 
sector as a whole and from other sectors.  So also is it with regions or nations.  While 
sectors may be seen as coordinated by markets and nations by governments, regions 
are more evident as a meeting ground.   Differentiated market and government 
impacts play out in the lives and fortunes of an identifiable group of interdependent 
people.  Simple representations such as those shown in the Figures may provide ways 
to comprehend and articulate such things more adequately. 
 
Trade can provide possibilities.  This is not contested here.  What is contested is how 
possibilities become actualities.  Assuming automatic gain is not only naïve but 
potentially dangerous due to unappreciated impacts and unnoticed influences.  These 
may arise from the embedded representation and the particular perspective used.  This 
can be due not only to the choice and arrangement of entities but also the chosen 
casting of trade, as Table 1 indicates.   Different doctrines structure and flavour 
analysis in markedly different ways.   
 
It is superb irony that nations ramping up “sovereignty” do so as they sometimes 
recklessly reduce controls, as is evident for Australia.  Uncritical belief, particularly in 
a system, can allow unthinking acceptance of influences pernicious to both belief and 
system.  Happily and perhaps hopefully the Select Committee in the Free Trade 
Agreement between Australia and the United States of America (2004) supports the 
JSCOT position  
“that the focus of Australia’s trade policy and trade consultations has been, 
and perhaps continues to be, too much on the opportunities for Australian 
businesses seeking to export globally and too little on the domestic impacts of 
trade liberalisation in general, and of the proposed AUSFTA in particular.” 
(Select Committee p 37)  
Sadly many business opportunities have been illusory, compounding problems.  
 
The idealisation of free trade needs to be confronted with the practicalities of actual 
situations.  Pure reasoning needs to meet applied.  Free trade has become a guiding 
idealisation for many.  Not only does the idealisation embellish the comparative 
advantage concept “inappropriately” it also appeals to “intuitive” notions of 
competitive fairness and the liberal agenda of autonomous decision makers.  In the 
most extreme idealisation, the world is reduced to factor mixes competing on some 
“sound” criterion such as efficiency or productivity.  Such essentially flow-reliant 
measures embody all manner of assumed interaction and entity attributions. 
 
Left out are all manner of practical concerns.   
• Intermediaries themselves are omitted, as are the influences they bring and the 
frictions they impose. 
• Investment is overlooked along with the need to meet obligations incurred. 
• Timing is presumed away along with the risks and exposures involved in 
making production and investment decisions in anticipation of sales. 
• Paths of development and modes of transition are assumed accessible and 
achievable.   
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• Demand is overlooked, as are many features of actual markets. 
It is hoped that such things may join others already noted, including by various 
committees, as Senate and House Committees and the like move to act on their own 
recommendations.  Adequately articulating linkages between “trade” and “entities” 
will be a critical step in advancing any real appreciation of impacts, domestic and 
otherwise.  Simply returning to established models with their embedded frames, 
positions and perspectives will not suffice since solution to the posed problem 
requires, in the language of Table 1, a P1 perspective.  Existing models are based 
heavily on P2 and also P3.  Such models will not suffice, and they may be misleading.   
 
Adventurism is the practical result of such omissions, preferences and actions.  It is 
time to move beyond naïve adventurism.  Three areas of potential discussed in this 
paper are: 
• Reconceptualising the shared images used in discussions and models of trade, 
regions and development. 
• Critically reviewing policy stances adopted by various stakeholders. 
• Specification of objectives and formulation of developmental frames.  
Each can be developed in ways that are contributory to, and constructive of, far more 
adequate national dialogues and policies.  Development would then properly involve 
entities at the various levels working in appropriately complementary ways.  There is 
a need for appropriate pluralism.  This exists, indeed often flourishes, in many other 
facets of Australian life.  It’s time that it was properly part of trade and development.   
 
These brief comments provide some information, ideas and issues about trade, regions 
and development.  Much fuller discussions are needed.  The real challenge is for those 
in industries, regions, governments, communities and other groupings to articulate 
their efforts for mutual gains which are also in the best interests of Australia.  
Australians need to provide leadership and actions as an active plurality, not only in 
our regions but also in the wider, troubled world.  Meeting such a challenge well 
requires due consideration of many of the things discussed in this paper.  Then the 
question of “Do you benefit from trade?” may be more properly answered, including 
by those in the regions of Australia and beyond.   
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